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In Dzcember 1969, a task force was organized for the purpose of advising cn the
scofe and organizaticn >f a series of reports :o arding ability grouping in the
pubiic schools of the Unfited States. Those involved in the plannirg included:

Warren G, Findley, Frincipal Investigator

Mirfam M. Bryan Edmund W. Gordon
Paul 1. Clifford Roger T. lennon
John E. Dobbir A, John Stauffer
Gordon Foster Ralph W. Tyler

The Offfce c¢€ Fducation and the U. S. Departmeut or Health, Education and Welfare
were represented by Peter Briggs, Christopner Hagen, arnd Rosa D. Viener.

Four documents were planned and have now been completed.

I. Common Practices in the Use of Tests for Grouping
: Students ir Public Schools.

L. The Impact of Ability Grouping of Schoo) Achievement,
Affective Development, EZthnic Separation, and Sceio-
aconomic Separation.

i11. Problems and Utilicies Involved in the Use of Tests
for Grouping Children vith Limited Backgrounds, and
Alternative Strateg’es to Such Grouping.

1v. Conzlusions and Necommendations

Mrs. Biyan prepared Docuuwent I, based on questionnalre rcsponses from schoolmen

an? supplementary data from Miss ‘llener. Dr. Cliiford und Mr. Dominick Esposito
prepared the basic content of Document II, which was then edited by Mrs. Bryan.
Contributions to Document III were secured from Mrs, Bryan, Mr. Dobbin, Dr. Findley,
Nrs. Rlythe Mitchell, and Dr. Stauffer. The summary and conclusions were prepared
by Dr. Findaiay.

The work presented herein was performed pursuaut to a grant from the U. S, Office
of Education, Bureau of Flementary and Secondary Educatfon, Depariment of Health,
Education, and Welfare, However, the opinions expressed herein do not neceesarily
reflect the position or policy of the U. S. Office of Edu:atior, -nd no official
endorsemeat by the U. §, Office of Eduration should be inferred.

Additional coples of the four documents are available upon request. ‘cite!

Dr. Morrill M. Hall, Director
Center for Educational Improvement
College of Education

University of Georgia

Athens, Genrgia 30601
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WHAT ARE COMMON PRACTICES IN Thi USE OF TESTS .
FOR GROUPING STUDENTS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS? *

Groupirj in both elementary and secondary schools has beapn a topic of
perennial irnterest in the Unfted States fo: about a hundred years, The
origing of zrouping actually ¢o further br:k than that--to the middle of
the nineteenth century, when yrowing numbisa of children in school began
to regult in change, first, fvom the ungraded one-room one-teacher school
to the primsry-intermediate or two-room two-teacher achool and, finally,
to graded many-room many-teacher schools with their consequent reductinn in
the range of differences in age and academic ability within esch clasaroom.

The reduction of differences was, however, not great enqugh to prevent
a high failure rate in single-grade classrooma, where empliagia now vas being
placed on the mastexy of subject matter with steady progresa from grade to
grade. In the face of adverae reaction from bolLh without and within the
achool to the retention of large numbere of older children in the elementary
gracdea, educators bagan to look for waya of individualizing inatruction ao
that achool work could be completed at a different rate hy each atudent,

A number of epproaches to i{ndfvidialized instruction wers developed
and carried out between 1890 and 1910, and much research waa buflt around
ther, but no concluaive evidence was ever obtained to ahow that they were
particularly effective educationally. Teachers were overwhelmed by the
pcoblems tl.at wida ranges of intellectusl abllity smong students of the
same age pregented for a program of individuslized instruction, and large
numbecs of studente continued to fail the strictly subject-mattey oviented
courgea of study.

Irwediately following Worl) war I, attentfon turned to the possibility
of using group intelligence tests of the type developed during the yar to
measure learning ability and to form ability groups on the baaia of test
reaults. Scores on group intelligence tests and, a few yesxs later, on
standard{ied achievement tests became the measures on which were Lased moat
of the groiping practices between 1920 and 1933,

As a result of evidence offered by numerous research projecta during
this perfod, which failed to ahow that atudents grouped cu the baais of
scores on either {ntelligzence or achievement teals were able to achieve
greater subject-matrer mastary than were studenta in heterogeneously grouped
clasarooma, and aa 2 result, too, of the opposition of the proponents of
progressive education to what they considered to be an undemocratic form of
school organization that stigmatized slower studenta and wmade ancba out of
the abler onea, abiiity grouping went into a period of relativa decline,

From 1935 to 1950, the amount of ability grouping practiced was cca-
siderably lesa than that of the eiriier 15-yesr period, and ability
grouping was not & particularly popular topic for research, Schoal
people who continued to employ ability grouping because it was

—
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adninistratively convenient and popular with teachers, and with some parents
and students, had to admit that, despite efiorte to improve their grouping
procedures, atudents grouped on the basis of IQ or level of achievement stil}
presented a wide range of differences in ability to learn generally end in
ability to perform uniformly well or at the same speed in all subjscts,

During the past 15 years, since the middle 1950's, there has been
reneved interest in ability grouping--ani & number of different patterns
have ewarged. For one thing, there {s somewhat more concern today than
formerly with special education for the gifted, with some impetus hore un~
doubtedly the vesult of the launching of Sputnik and the consequent eaphaeis
on special training for students with talents in mathematics, scilence snd
foreign lsnguages; at the other end of the intellectual scale, children who
precent special problems of educability because of mental retardation,
physical handicspe, or cultursl deprivation have beep givin more specisl
attention than previously. Some schools have gone still further and differ-
sntiared among high average, average, and low average stuleats.

While relatively limited quantitative information has been available
in recent years regarding grouping practices, at least three fairly thorough
surveys hava been reported: .

The NEA Reeearch Divieion in 1962 reported that during the school year
1958-59, 77.6 psr cent of 3,418 school districts 2,500 and over in population
wers making some usa of ability grouping in the elementary grades, and that
90.5 per cent of these districts were using it at tha sacondary aczhool level,
Of the districts vepsrting, S1.7 per cent said they planned to add or expand
ability grouping in ths elementary grades, and 67.3 per cent said they plin-
ned to ald or expand it at the secondary school lavel. Fewer than 1 pex
cent indicated plans to curtail ability grouping.

During the 1960-61 school year a study of grouping in early elementary
education wvas conducted by ths U. S, Offfice of Education. Assigament of
children to kindergarten classes on a homogeneous basis of on 8 partislly
homogensous Lasis Wes reported by 6,6 per cent and 14,7 per cent, respect-
ively, of the 3,559 districts responding, while 78.7 per cent of the districts
rerorted heterogeneous grouping at this level. By the third grade, 15.8 per
cent of 10,608 districts reported howmogeneous grouping and 33.5 per cent
partially homogeneous grouping, with 50.7 par cent of these districts still
reporting a policy of heterogeneous grouping. Thus, the shift to homogeneous
grouping was found to be well undervsy at the end of the primery level.

Data obtained from a questionnaire on administrative practices within
the elementary school, distributed by the NEA Ressarch Divieinn to a sewple
of school systems in ear.y 1966, showed 24.9 pei cunt of the 12,130 schools
reporting to be assigning caildren to classes on o rondom basis, 43.2 per
cent to be specially groupiig a few childrenimt nut most, and 27,5 per cent
carefully grouping all children, vhile 4.4 per cent geve no indicatfon., The
heaviest emphasis on tha careful grouping of children was reported by school
systems with enrollments of 100,000 or more (45.8 per cent).



It should be noted that the 1ecent tread in the direction of the in-
creased use of ability grouping has taken place in the face of newer and
steadily increasing evidence from reseurch study after research study that
the. various patterns of ability grouping tend to show 1lit* e or no signif-
icant increase in achievement for children at any intellectual level and no
1ittle damage to the other aspects of the development of the children
involved,

In an effort to get as much up-to-date information about grouping
practices as could be gathered during the time available to the committes
submitting this report, it was decidecd to solicit the hzip of state cchool
officers, directors of research in large cities, and individuals known to
be ccncerned with xessarch studies involving children of minority or other
disadvantaged groups. Letters were addressed to all 50 state school officers
asking them to identify school syatems within their otates in which ability
grouping has been or is being practiced and from which information coucern-
ing grouping rrocedures sad the advantsges and dissdvantages of ability
grouping to the system might be obtained. Approximately 400 such school
systeme vere ideatified and aach of these vas assked to complete the brief
yuestionnaire appended to this report and to supply othar prianted or writ-
ten data describing how current grouping procedures have developed and how
they work., Letters addressed to directors of research in 77 large cities,
virtually all cities of over 200,000, asked that the same Questionnaire be
completed by them and that reports of any research undertaken in their
cities in which ability grouping was involvid be made available to the
committeo. Finally, lettars wers directed tv 15 individuals in varioua
parts of the country, kr-wn to have been invoived in ressarch having to
do with school problems of children of llegro, Mexican-American, or American~
Indisn parents, or of white children in families of low sociceconowic statua,
vho »ight. bave usefu) information for the ccemittee.

Of the raplies rece:ved from research directors in large cities, 10
were from the Northeast, 18 from the Scuth, 13 from tha Middle West, &
from the Southwest, and 11 from (he West--various regfons being made up
of tha states ass.gned to these rezions in the Coleman report on Equality
of Educational Opportunity.®* Of the replies received from school

Northeast--Maine, New Hampehire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Comnect-
tecut, New York, New Jersey, Puameylvaaia, Deleware, Marylssd, District of
Columbia.

South--Virginia, West Virginia, Morth Carolina, South Carolina, Georgila,
Plorida, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky, Louisisns, Arkansas.

Middle Weat--Ohio, Indisna, Illinois, Michigs., Minneanta, Wisc- - sin,
fows, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebrasks, Kessae, Mhssour{.

Southwegt--Arizora, Nev Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas.

Weat--Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Nevada, Alasks, wanhtngton.
of.‘". Cllifomil. Heweld,
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administrators, 79 concerned schools or school districts in the Northeast,
47 in the South, 59 in the Middle West, 23 in the Southwest, and 62 in the
West. Replies, then, have been received from 328 individuals in all.

It should be pointed out here that the data reguested were for school
districte, not for individual achools., Data were supplied for systems with
school populatiors ranging from more than 1,000,000 to fewer than 100.
Since virtually every large city and several county systems respondsd as
units to the questionnaire, it seems safe to say that the number of schools
represented is well beyond 5000.

Many local school officers supplemented the completed questionnaire
with letters, pamphlets, and books describing in much more detail than vas
possible on the questionnsires the philosophy and practices of their dis-
tricte with regard to grouping., Substeutial printed docu..ents are listed
a3 supplementary references {n the bibliography for this document. Of the
school officers replying, only five wrote that the pressure of other act-
ivities would prevent their teking time to assemdle the information
nacessary for completiag the questionnaira.

The replies to the firat seven questions on the questionnaire are
summerized for the five regions and for the country as & whole. A second
table for queation 1, Table lb, wummarizes the {ncidence of ability group-
ing in terms of slize of school district for the first 208 districts report-
ing.* The replies to questions 8 and § are summarized for four different
groups of school districts: those enploying grouping generally on a district
basis; those employing grouping at some grade levels or in tome subject mat-
ter erean; thoss in which grouping procedures and practices vary from school
to echool; and those not employing grouping either as a matter of district
policy or on an {ndividual school basis.

In interpreting the results of the  iestionnaire, three questions that
aight ba ssked of any individual making a self-raport should be kept in mind:

1, Did the individual understand the questicns asked?

2, DAd the individual know lLiimself (in this case his school or
school district) sufficiently well to respond correctly?

3. Did the individusl want to reapond correctly?

There are teasons to believe that these questions cannot in all cases be
ansvered i{n the affirmative. Certain questions were obviously misunder-
stood by some {ndividuals completing the questionnsire. The nature of the
response in other cescs indicated that some individuals did not know their
schools or school districts well enough to ba able to supply the inform-
ation requested, And the failure of some individuals to respond to certain
questions may be interpreted as omission by design. Insofar as these con-

ditions ara preaent, & aystematic error in information reported may sxist.
Entries in the tables indicating "Information Incomplete' reflect the extent

of this defect quite accurately.

# Second tables for questions 6 and 7, numbered 6b and 7b, report the numbers
of children represented in the school district totals reported in Tables 6a
and Ja, respectively.



Question 1
Are students at sny grade level in your achool diatrict grouped homogeneously?

If the individual completing the questionnaire answered question 1 with
an unqualified "Yes" and indicated in response to question 2 that grouping
was done in more than one subject or in more than one grade, the response
vas tallied as "Cenerslly,” Grouping for a singl:t subject or for a single
grade wvas tallied as "Partially.”

As can be seen from Table la below, better than 55 per cent of the school
districts from which replies were received do some grouping in more than one
subject or grade on a district-wide basis and approximately 77 per cent do

grouping of some kind. The percentages are not significantly different from
those reported by the NEA Research Division in their 1962 summary.

Question 1

Are students at any grade level in your school district grouped homogenecusly?

Table la:t Responsea by Geographical Location

Northeast South Middle West Southwest West Total

Generally 61 26 40 14 39 180
Partially 10 11 10 1 k] k1]
Varies with

School 5 9 11 L] ? »
Generally Mo,

Unclassifiadble 0 3 0 2 2 5
No Grouping 12 18 9 ? 20 66
Not Able to

Respond 1 0 2 0 2 5
Total 89 63 72 29 13 s



Table 1b reporta the use of grouping in terms of the size of the
student pop::lation for 308 school districts. While the incidence of the
grouping is slightly erratic, the tendency is in the direction of greater
uss of grouping in districts with larger school populations. The unusually
large incidence of grouping shown in school districts with populations of
less than 1,000 is largely the reflection of the wide use of ability group-
ing in small school districts in the Midwest, while the low incidence of
grouping in the South and West influsnces the figures across the table.

Table 1b: Responses by Size of School District

Less 1000~ 5000- 10,000~ 25,000- 50,000- 100,000- Grore Total
then 5000 10000 25,000 50,000 100,000 500,000 than

1000 ) 500,000
Generally 15 41 33 39 16 17 8 2 171
Partially 6 10 7 9 1 1 1 0 35
Varies with
S¢hool 0 3 2 4 8 9 6 1 33
Generally No, v
Unclassifiable 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 4
0 Grouping 2 14 7 X6 8 11 2 0 60
Not Able to
Respond 02 1 o 2 S 2 o o _s
23 70 49 71 33 42 17 k) Jos

A winor trend is for school dietricts with populations under 15,000
to do more "partial” grouping within schools, wvhile those over 25,000 more
frequently allow variation from school to echool.

Tha single subject for which grouping was reported smost frequently was
reading, vith mathematics in second place. With or without ability grouping
by clase, 4 large number of respondents reported that grouping for reading
and mathemetics vas doue within classes.
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Several respondents reporting vertical grouping, either within grade
or within class, emphasized that the grouping was flexible--that students
could move from level to level upon mecting the criteria for a particular
level. Others pointed out that grouping, especislly at the elementary
school level, was done by basic skill areas and that a student might be
assigned to groups at different levels in different skills., Still ctheys
called attention to the fact that, unless students are locked into i track-
ing system, grouping at the secondary school level may be largely a matter
of self selection,

A considerable number of respondents indicated that homogeneously
grouped classes had at some time recencly been replaced by heterogensously
grouped classes, or were about to be, and that euphasis was being placed
upon individualized instruction. Continucus progress concepts, computer-
asasisted instruction, team teaching, enrichment programs, and compensatory
programs were menticned as being employed with heterogeneous groups in
the interest of better meeting the needs of the individual student.

Only two of the respondents now uaing heterogenecus frouping reportad
that theixr school districts were moving toward homogencous grouping. One
o these wrote: |

In the futuro-we may have to consider grouping, especially
in reading. As we moye into the advarced stages of deseg-
regation, it may be nTceauary to consider additional areas.

?uestton 2

If so, at what grade levels is homogeneous grouping done?
' )

That practices regarding the grsde levels at which homogeneous group-
ing 18 done vary widely is evidant in the table on page 8, wlhiich showe the
responses to question 2. As a matter of fact, even more variations wete
reported than are shown here, vhere only the grade levels at which howo-~
geneous grovping is mainly done in any schcol district are indicated.
Respondents reported different practices from school to school within dis-
trict, different practices from grade to grede within school or district,
and different practices for elementary, junicr high, and senfor high achevols.

Of the 252 schoel districts reporting the use of such grouping on a
systemwide basis, approximately 4 per cent indicated that this was tz3gun at
the kindergarten level, while another 23 per cent indicated that it vas be-
gun in grade 1. (The reaponse "Al1l" has been intsrpreted here as grades 1
through 12 rather then grades K through 12.) In ths 252 schools spproximataly
29 per cent of the students had been grouped by the end of grade 3, 37 per
cent in two grades or more by the end of grade 6, and 73 per cent in ona or
mors grades by the end of grade 9. One hundred thirty-thrse, or 53 per cent,
of the respondents reporting the uss of ability grouping indicatsd that ths
grouping, whether begun in primary, intermediate, junior high achool, or
asenior high school grades, continv~d through grade 12,
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No one of the responder*s reported assignment to differeat schonls
on the basis of grov, ing. All were concerned with grouping within
school, within subject matter area, or within class.

Table 2
'

If 8o, lt;lhlt grade levels is homogeneous grouping done?

Northeast South Middle West Southwest ilest Total

»
]

All 10 4 6 1 6 22
K-12 2 1 2 1 5 11
1-32 6 4 2 0 0 12
1-3 0 0 2 1 2 5
1-4 0 0 0 0 2 z
1-6 2 0 1 0 0 3
1-8 3 3 1 1 0 8
1-10 0 0 1 0 1 2
3-12 2 0 0 0 0 2
4-6 0 1 2 0 2 5
§-9 0 1 1 0 1 3
4~12 1 4 1 0 0 6
5-8 1 1 0 0 0 2
5-9 2 0 0 0 0 2
5-12 1 0 1 0 0 2
7-8 6 0 3 0 0 9
7-9 6 0 2 1 4 13
7-12 15 8 ] 5 8 41
8-12 2 0 8 0 1 11
g-12 : 3 3 3 4 4 18
10-12 ﬁ 0 1 0 () 3
Varies with
Sciool | 5 9 11 ) ? 37
Other | 5 6 0 b 23
Information
Incomplete# 0 3 2 3 2 10
No Grouping 12 18 9 ? 20 66
Not Able to
Respond : 1 0 2 0 2 L]
® (3] 7 1] 7 378

Total é 89

Q- Ineludc; 5 vhose rooﬁonnc to question 1 wvas vecorded "Generally No,
]El{J}:‘erlnooitiabln“.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ﬁ Question 3
How long has homogeneous grouping been practiced in your district?

The information given in response to question 3, summarized in the
table below, is interesting becauss it reflects the uneven history ot
grouping. Fifty-one respondents, or 20 per cent, indicated that homo-
geneous grouping had been practiced {n their districts for thirty years or
more, placing the introduction at some time during the years of early pop-
ularity of this kind of school organization. Ore respondent reported that
homogeneous grouping had been practiced in his district aince 1890, when
such grouping was little more than an idea, Thirty four respondents, or
13 per cent, reported the introduction of homogeneous grouping between
1940 and 1954, a period when grouping rvas at the nadir of its populsrity.
But 143 respondents, or 57 per cent, reported its introduction during the
past 15 years, wlien 1t has enjoyed a period of increasing support by admin-
istrators and teachers in spite of the lack of conclusive evidence regard-
ing its effectiveness ' in the improvement of learning.

Several respondeﬁtl reported that grouping had been practiced in their
diatricts for many years but invarying and continually changing ways to
conform with new developments in educational theory and practice. Some in-
dicated thet the introduction of the ungraded primary school in recent yeirs
had been responsible for their currently grouping in the early grades; others
reported that grouping had been recently introduced with the development of
apecial programs for the acadenically talented and the uentally retarded.

Table 3

How long hes homogeneous grouping been pracciced in your district?
Number S

of Years Northeast South Middle West Southwest Vest Tote?
1-5 10 : 8 14 3 ? 42
6-10 13 g 12 1% 3 14 61
11-15 13 8 5 6 8 40
16~2C 10 2 2 3 4 21
21-30 & -2 5 2 0 13
30+ 3 3 3 3 k] 15
Many 1 & 7 0 6 28
Alvass 3 S0 ] 0 4 ?
Varies with ;‘-'

school 0 . 1 0 0 0 1
Information Y

Incompletet 9 S ? é 2 S 29
No Grouping 12 . 18 9 ? 20 66
Reopond. 1 * 0 2 0 2

pon ® '® I S 7+

*Includel S whose reoponao to question 1 was recorded "Generally No,

Unclassifiable".

.

1.4, o __
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Question 4

On vhat Lceis are your students sssigned to homogeneous grouping? (3£ on
the basis of test scores, please name the test.)

The information provided in response to questio:n 4 leaves little doubt
that test scores play a major role in group assiguments, whether by them-
selves or in combinstion with other criteris. .As is shown in the table below
206 of the 252 school districts reporting the ura of homogeneous grouping, or
spproximately 82 per cent of these districts, use test scores as the Lesis, or
ss one of the bases, for group assignments.

Teble 4
On whuat basis are your students assizned to homogenecus grouping?

Northeaast South Middle West Southwest West Totsl

Teat Scores Only ’ 7 7 9 2 8 33
Test Stores end
School Grades 9 3 4 3 3 22

Tau‘g Scores snd

Tearher, Counselor,

and/or Principal

Judgment 18 13 16 5 17 69

Test Scores, School
Crades, snd Teacher
Judgment 8 3 5 2 1 1%

School Grades,
Tescher Judgment,
snd Student Interest 1 1 ? 2 3 14

Many Criteris (Test
Scores, Teacher Judgment,
GCrade Averasges) Plus
Student snd/or Parent

Desire 23 12 16 ] 5 61
I'iscellaneous Single
Criteria 10 4 3 _ 1 8 26

No Speciffic Criteris--
Varies with Locsl

Practice 1 1 0 b )

Information Incompleta * 0 2 0 2 3 ?
‘No Grouping 12 18 9 7 20 66
Not Able to Respond 9 A 2 90 R )
Totel 89 65 12 29 73 328

*Includes $ whose response to question ) was recorded "GCenerslly No, Unclsssifisble".

12
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The information provided in the table must be interpreted with coneider-
able caution since the question did not require school districte to report
how highly structured were the procedures for assigning students to groups
or wvhen multiple criteria were given as the basis for making group assign-
ments, how the different criteria were weighted. Some respondeats did,
however, provide detailed {nformation about their grouping procsdures and
others indicated the order of importance given the different criteria in
reaching decisiors vegarding group assignments.

An examination of the information provided indicates that in some
school districts grouping is done according tu a highly structured,
district-wide plan that varies only from elementary to junior to senior
high school. In other districts the procedures vary from school to school
with the local facultiss responsible for dstermining them. Several districts
with highly structured prozedures for grouping describe these in detail in
printed booklets available to teachers, pareats, and other interested persons.

If one can assume that multiple criteria listed by the respondents
wera given in the order of the relsctive weights sssignsd them, then test
scores, school grades, and teacher judgment are generally considered to be
the most important critsria, with approximately equal numbers of districts
placing each of these at the top of ths lists provided. Most respondents
who did indicate an order of importance for different criteria reported
that group assignments were made chiefly on the dasis of teacher judgment
and past performance, with test scores used principally to substantiate
teacher judgment. A single, large city in the Northesst reported that
group assignments were the responsibility of the school principal, the
only directive from the central office being ''that students are not to be
grouped on the basis of a single test score alone.”

More than 50 different atandardised cests were identified by the
respondents as being used in their districts. Ranking highest among
thece in terms of use are the following!

Readiness--Matropolitan Readiness Test

Achisvesent--California Achievement Test, lowa Teats of Baaic
Skills, lowa Tests of Educational Development, Matropolitan
Achievement Test, Stanford Achievement Test

Aptitude-~Differential Aptitude Tests

Intelligence--torge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, Otis-Lennon
Test of Mental Ability

These and some of the other widely used tests are given special attention

{n the third document, in vhich the problems and utilities of tests used
Sor grouping are treated.

13
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Questio~ 5
How many students in all are involved in your homogeneous groujing plan?

As indicated in the table below, useful information was obtained frow
207 2f the school districts in which homogeneous grouping is precticed.
More than 30 respondents reporting district~wide grouping or the per cent of
students involved in grouping did not give school enrollment figures for the
district; 28 respondents replied that tha number of students iavolved in their
grouping plan was not known; and 9 respondents chose not to answver the question
at all. The assistance of the U.S. Office of Edvcation was solicited in ob-
taining total enrollwent figures for all districts involved. Combining this
inforuation with the figures supplied by respondents made it possible to reduce
the number of responses that could not be used to 4S5, X

Table $
How many studarts are involved in your homogeneous grouping plan?

Northesst South Middle West Scuthwes: Vest Total

Less than 2,500% 3 10 24 7 25 97
2,500-5,0 0 13 7 9 [} 8 4
5,000-10,000 9 4 5 2 2 22
10,000~25,000 6 9 3 2 4 24
25,000-75,000 1 2 3 1 0 7
75,000~125,000 ' 2 2 0 () 0 4
125,000-200,000 4 1 () () () [
More than 200,00044 1 () 1 0 2 4
Information Incompletert# 7 12 16 5 10 50
No Crouping 12 18 9 7 20 66
Not Able to Respond A 0 2 0 2 )
Total Mumber of Districts 89 65 72 29 k] 328
Total Nusber of Students

Involved 1,850,240+ 561,272+ 575,883+ 102,105+ 793,634+ 3,863,134+

* Several school districts reported grouping in a single subjrct or at a single
grade levsl.

#%  Two large city school systeme reported grouping for 750,000 snd 553,338
studente, respectively.

#hh  Student populations of these school districts were known, but not ths number
of students involved in homogeneous grouping. 1Includes 5 whose response to
question 1 vas recorded "Cenerally No, Unclassifisble".
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It 1is interesting to note that while 67 districts with school pop~
ulations of 25,000 or over reported that homogencous grnouping, generally
or partially, was practiced in their districts as a matter of district
policy (see Table 1b), only 20 of these disiricts reported thc involve-
ment of 25,000 or more students in their grouping plin. This is to a
Jarge extent the result of grouping at selected grade levels rather thau
ac all grade levels. That practices vary widely in this regard was noted
earlier.

Question 6
What per cent of these students are from low socioeconomic backgrounds?

The responses to this question, susmmarized i{n the table bslow, were
disappointing. Sixty-nine of the 252 school districts reporting grouping
either indicated that there was no information available regarding the
number of students of low socioeconomic background involved in grouping in
their districts or failed to respond to the question. Since the question

Table 6a
What per cent of these students are from low socioeconomic backgrounds?
Northeast South Middle West Southwest West Total

Less than 102 20 ] 13 2 11 $2
10-25% 28 10 17 S 14 74
26-50% 11 14 8 7 4 &4
51-75% 3 4 1 0 2* i0
More than 75X 1 0 20¢ 0 0 3
Information '

Incomplate ##4 13 13 20 8 20 74
No Grouping 12 18 9 7 20 66
Not Able to .
Reapond 1 2 9 2 5
Total Number

of Districts 89 65 12 29 73 J28
Total Number

of Students

Involved 682,308 84,002 00,152 14,354 15,063+ 875,876+

* The nusber of students involved im grouping was not reported,

L1 One school reported that 100 per cent of its students moving from
kindergarten to first grade were grouped but enly a single class
wvas involved,

#4%  Includes 5 vhose response to queetion 1 was recorded ''Generally Mo,
Unclassifiable",
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was purposely asked in such & way that respondents to the questionnaire
would not need to reveal information about the per cent of students
sssigned to different groups who were of low SES, it is hard 10 believe
that the high degree of unresponsiveness was by design. Still, approx-
imste per cents of low SES students involved ia grouping should have
been fairly easy to figure.

Table 6b, below, gives the approximate aumbers of students involved
in each of the categories reported by district in Table 6a.

Table 6b

Numbers of Students in Socioeconomic Clthoriu Shown in Table 6a.

Northesst South Middle West Southwvest West Total

Less than 10% 1,624 11,130 1,085 165 2,470 16,474

10-25% 43,698 * 20,97 6,867 2,637 8,642 82,822

26~50% 8,001 35,894 11,400 11,552 3,951 10,798

51-75% 508,482 16,000 10,800 000 9 - 535,282+

More than 75% 120,500 000 50,000 000 000 170,000

Total Number -

of Students

Involved 682,305 84,002 80,152 14,35 15,063+ 875,876+
Question ?

What per cent of these students ers non-vhite?

Yor this question, too, the responses were disappointing. As shown in
the table on page 15, 56 of the 252 school districts reporting homogeasous
grouping either indicated that informstion was not available concerning the
racial cosposition of etudents involved in grouping in their district or
failed to answer this question. Again, the question was purposely ssked in
such 8 way that respondents to the questionnaire would mot need to revesl
{nformation about the per cent of nom-white students assigned to different
groups. However, 22 per ceat of the respondents could mot or would not
snever the question ss presented.

One observation ie of spacial intersst here. TForty-nine per ceat of
the school districts in the liorthesst and in the Middle West practicing
ability grouping reported that fewer than 10 per cent of the students {avol-
ved vece non-vhite; 29 of the 35 districta in the Middls Weet so reporting
indicated that the per cent of non-white etudsnts involved vas less than
one per cemt or gero. Meay of the districts reporting low per cents of non-
vhites in their grouping plans, particularly sssller diatricts in New England
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and in the Plains States, reported total non-white populations of less

than one per cent or zero by way of explanation of the absence of non-

vhites in their school populations and, hence, in their groupiny plans.
Table 72

What per cent of these students are non-white?

Northeast South Middle West Southwest West Total

Less than 10% 'Y 8 35 6 28 - 121
10-25% 1 16 1 7 3 &
26-50% 3 8 1 1 ] 18
$1-75% 4 ] 0 1 2 12
More then 75X 0 1 0 0 1
Information

Incomplatet 14 10 17 ? 13 61
Wo Grouping 12 18 9 7 20 66
Not Able to

Respond 1 0 2 0 2 5
Total Number - - - - - -
of Districts . 89 65 72 29 73 328

A Includes 5 wvhose responss to question 1 was recorded "Gemarally No,
Unclassifiable".

Table 7b, below, gives the approximate numbers of students involved
in each of the categories reported by district in Table e, above.

Tebls 7D
Mortheast South Middle West Southwest West Total

Less thea 10% 3,9 8,280 1,511 . 883 2,1%9 16,732
10-25% 6,208 35,600 7,650 4,082 414 54,39
26~-50% 5,091 15,474 8,000 6,000 20,600 55,965
$1-7%% 545,842 3,793 000 150 25,000 574,785
More than 75% 000 000 287,73 000 000 287,736
Total Number

?:.:i::‘“" $61,960 63,107 304,897 11,473 43,173 989,612
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Question 8

What do you consider to be the advantages of homogeneous grouping in your
school district?

As indicated earlier, the responses to this question and to question
9 are grouped according to the extent to which the school districts respond-
ing are currently practicing homogeneous grouping. For each group the
responses are listcd in order of the frequency with which they were mentioned
by respondents.

1t was expected originally that there might be wide differences in the
nature of the responses given by the various groups since the questions asked
specifically for "the advantages (and the disadvantages) of homogeneous
grouping in your sthool district.," Actually, the advantages and disadvan ... _
tages listed for the different groups are very similar, except that the nusber
of advantages and disadvantages bears & direct relationship to the extent to
vhich homogeneous grouping is practiced.

Districts employing homogeneous grouping generally (180)

Isproves attention to individual needs (45)

Permits studente to progress at their own learning rate (36)

Allows the student to compete on & more equitable bas{s (33)
P Reduces ability and achievement range within the classroom (25)

Facilitates curriculum planning (23)

Permits both remedial and enrichment programs (21)

Results in better teaching and more effective learning (18)

Makes it possible for each student to achieve success (18)

Permits the more effective selectiotr. and use of materials (17)

Makee instruction essier (13)

Reduces student frustration and dropout rate (10)

1s preferred by the teachers (8)

Improves teacher and student morale (6)

Encourages better use of teacher preparation time (5)

Peraits more sffective classroom planning (5)

Makes possible the devslopment of advanced courses, sometimes with
state aid, for the academically taleanted (5)

Offers no obvious advantagss (4)

Reduces concentration on teaching average group (3)
Pacilitates scheduling (3)

Improves the student's self-imege (3)
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Facilitates motivation (3)
Is liked by parents of more talented students (2)

Districts employing homogeneous grouping at some grade levels or in some
subjects (35)

Makes it easier to adjust ths curriculum to different needs and
abilities (21)

Makes possible more econcmic and rore sffective use of moterials
and media (13)

Offsrs no obvious advantages (13)
Permits individual student to move at his own rate (10)

Offers every student an opportunity to achieve some success in achool
and to enjoy its attendant benefits~-snhanced self-concepts,- ™
increased satisfaction with school, improved motivation to learm,
snd more rapid progress {n learning (7)

Results in mora effectivs teaching with fewer demands on the teacher (6)
Results in improved teacher morale (6)

Results in more time devoted to slow learners and consequent grester
student involvement (4)

Simplifies scheduling procedurcs for the administrator (3)
Reduces teaching for the ''middle" group (3)

Makes it possible to present esoteric comcapts in accelerated clesses
that could no’ ha presented in heterogeneous classes (3)

NDecreasee disciplir: problems and nusber of dropouts (2)

Pereita atudents to move at their own rates in the dasic skill areas
at the same time allowing them the advantages of haterogereous
grouping in other subject areas (2)

istricts in whic.. policies ragarding h eneous grouping vary from achool
to school (37)

Ensb)ey the tescher to work within the framework of one wijor lesson
nisn wvhich cen acrommodate for student individual differences
rather than meny specific, diversified plans which may lead to
teacher confusion and cleasroom chaos (13)

Pernits wore atteation to individual etudent interests and probless (9)

Allws for enrichmeni, faster movement, snd early greduation for the
academically talented (7)

Pernits the more efficienc purchase and use of materisls (J)
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anes it easier to stimulate motivation and, conoequen*ly. to improve
class achievement (3)

Permits more attention to slow learners (3)

Motivates students to make better progress when in class of peers (2)
Provides better climate for imstruction (2)

Reduces failure and retentfon (2)

Offers social advantsges such as peer acceptance (1)

Reduces teazhing for ths “"middle"” group (1)

Improves administrative management (1)

Districts in which thers i3 1ittle or nc grouping (71)

May offer better learning opportunicies for stufents of other than
average ability (6)

Plesses teschers who prafer this kind of organization (4)
Permits more concantration on needs of ths individual student (2)
Improves the student'a sensec of sccomplishment (2)

Msy be advantageous if groupings sre flexible ones set up for specific
purposss (2)

Permits better use of tea:hing sids (1)
Offers po obvious advsntages (1)

Question 9

Whst do you consider to be the dissdvantsgss of homogenecous grouping in
your school district?

Pistricts employing homogeneour prouping generslily (180)

Reduces or eliminatss lesdership and stimulstion provided by heters-
geneous groupine (37)

Stifles the socisliszation process, giving rise to snobbery in some
cases and second clasa citigeary in others (X)

Fosters unhsaithy self-concepts, especislly among slow lsarners (24)
Results in labeling and stigma for slow learnsrs (18)

Encourages somt teschers to work under the misconception that since
the clsss hayv been grouped accoxding to abilfity, sll students
within that clsss are the ssma (17)

Destroys ths spectrum of types with vhom an individual functions n
Q 4 real 1ife situstion (16) ;
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Has no obvious disadvantagél (15)

May result In separation of students by race and socioeconomic
status (13)

Reduces attention to individual problems {12)
May create administrative problems, like arranging schedules (l1)
Does not necessarily result in better learning (9)

Creates problems of parental understanding of potential of students
at all levels (8)

Creates morale problems for teachers assigned to low groups (8)
Results gometimes in putting too many discipline problems together (5)
Is frequently based on invalid criteria (5)

Resulte in the formation of cliques (4)

Destroys the challenge of competition (&)

May lead to mediocrity in education (4)

Results in lowest level students getting least experienced Leachers (4)
Denies enrichment programs for the brighter student (3)

Tends to "lock” slower learuers (3)

Creates problems of student placement (3)

Kesults in {nappropriate use of materials (2)

Creates soclal pressures (2)

Reduces flexibility (2)

Encoursges dropouts (1)

Results {n competition rather than cooperation (1)

Prevents bright students from becoming sensitive to prod)=2za of slow
learners (i)

Districts eaploying homogeneous grouping at some rrade levels or_in some
subject aress (35)

Tends tu create 8 bullt-in expectancy for students to fuac.ion at
vhatever level they are plsced (16)

Deniees ths average and slow learner the stimulation of the more
capable learner (12)

Provides a poor socisl-cultural mix (10)

Allows students 1ittle opportunity for movement thrcughout school
years a3 a result of {nitial labelfng (9)

Hiss no obvious disadvantages (8)
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Results in parental objections on the basis of possible stigma )
Does not provide for {ndividual needs (6)
Creates problems of leadership for the slower learner (6)

Tends to promote the {dea of an intellectual elite, which is more
status conscious and less tolerant (4)

Results in decreased motivation at all levels (3)

Damages the student's self-concept (3)

Results in assignment of reluctant teachers to slower classes (3)
Requir2s more effort to organize and schedule (2)

13 frequently based on invalid criteria (2)

Puts more discipline problems together (2) .

Does not allow flexible grouping patterns in classroom (1)
Creates a situation that is not true to life (1)

Sometimes resclts in parental pressure for assignment to classes
t?o rdvanced for the student (1)
]

[}
. Districtsi in which policy regarding grouping varies from school to school (37)

Creates a blighted teaching situation for the teachers of the elow
oups (6)

Is likely to result in labeliig and stigma (4)

Encourages tendency to ignore individual needs and coneider all
students alike (&)

Reduces opportunities for brighter studerts to stimulate the slowe:
ones and for brighter etudents to get ego enhancement from com=
parison with slower ones (4) :

Creates problems of scheduling in the secondary school (3)

May set false standard that becomes sulf-fulfiliad foc some (3)
Tends to segregate students by race and socioeconomic status (2)
Creates a situation that is not true to rsal life (2)

Does not provide a good sociel mix (2)

Does not inapire slcwer students (2)

Results in feelinge of inferiority (2)

Dose not adequstely distribute leadership of students (1)
May result in development of cligues (1)

May reault in lack of understanding of slower students by faster
ones (1)
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Crectes too nuch feeltng of self-importance {n higher groups (1)
Tends to be too atructured and rigid (1)

Causes dlfficulttos'ggcaule of wide age range (1)

Concentrates discipline problems (1)

Has no obvious dicadvantagzs (1)

Districts in which there is little or no gronping (71)

Results in labeling, thus creating pocr self-image for the slow
and disadvantaged (10)

Reduces teacher lnd student enthuliao- end antivacion (10)

Iaplies that class ncnbcrnhip is decermined by a coneiant set of
factors with result that students, once groupad, will remain
in those groups for a complete progrem (5)

Denies students the advantages of associating with others of J4iff-
erent levels and abilitiss (5)

Tends to grodp astudenta who are slow in one subject matter area in
slow groups in all areas (4)

. Doniey slow siudents the leadership provided by higher groups (&)
Offers the slovw learuer little stimulatfon to succeed (3)
Results in segregation--racial, social, econcmic (3)

Has not been shown to improve learnirg--and may !mpede progress as
the student progresses to highar grades (3)

Concentrates probldis--both disciplinary and learning (2)
Impraztical in schocls with smal> enroliments or geographic problems (2)

Fosters antisocial atiitudes thst are not offset by any resulting
gsin from homogsneous grouping 2)

Lisits class contact of talented etudents Lo other tslanted studente,
wvith consequent clashes of temper (1)

Creates a reparation that is contrary o that of the werld in which
the child must function 1)

As indicated earliar, only two of the school districte reeponding
reported that they are moving from heterogeneous toward homogensous
grouping. A numher of districts, however, reported that vhile they sre
currently practicing homogcneous grouping to a considerable extent, the
thrust {e in the direction of heterogeneoue grouping. A fevw cosmente
fron these districts follow,
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In response to question 8 on the advantages of homogcneous grouping:

The major advantage to homogenecus grouping {s the cutting down
of the ability range so that the teacher can more effectively
reach all students.

At one time it was felt that by narrowing the achievement span,
teachers could plan for more 2ffective instructional expuriences
snd that the learning patterns of stulents could be more scien-
tifically utilized. Present emphasis upon {ndividualized {n-
siruction is rapidly rendering this kind cf thinking obsolescent
4n our district.

Since our concept of grouping is one of ability grouping wichin
subject matter, we believe the advantsges are obvious. We think
you should know, however, that in some subject areas we deliber-
ately have heterogeneous grouping.

In response to question 9 on the disadvantages of homogeneous grouping:

One disadvantage of homogeneous grouping is the step-laider effect.
In large schools with 20 to 25 soztions to a grade, the schieve-
ment and ability levels of groups can bscome 80 unpyroductive that
both teache.: and stucdents are constantly frustrated. Neither
teachers noy students have the esperiential background to cope
with problems that arisa.

There are many effective argumentn for strictly hetercgeneous
grouping and we are coming to this more and more.

The rssponses to question 8, generally, indicate that despite the
fact that research on homogeneous grouping has failed tc show that this
practice results in significant {ncrexezats in learning, school districts
employing it can see advantagss in their own unituations and that even
those districts not employing it can, nevertheless; name some advantages.
The revponses to qusstion 9 show that districts employing homogeneous
grouping are about as vell sware of its disadvantages, either generally
or In their own districts, as are those districts not employing {t. In
the face of the conflicting evidence offered by research and with the
disadvintsges that are obvious to the Jdistricts theuselves, vhy does
ths practice of homogeneous grouping persiet to the extent that it does?

One reason why homogeneous grouping is practiced widely {is un-
doubtedly teacher preference for it, 1In a poll conducted by the NEA
in 1961, a nationwide sample of public school teachers was asked the

follwwing question!
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Coteidering all the advantages and disadvantages of ability grouping
according to IQ or achievement scores, do you favor such grouping iato
separate classes...?

Here are the answers received.

Elementary Secondary

'Approie 57.6X 87.3X
Disapprove 33.1X 8.6X
Yon't Know 9.3% 4,1X

Opinions w2re analyzed according to whether the teachers had or had
not taught in schools with a*{1lity grouping. Elementary teachers who had
taught uader both arrangementc were two to one in favor of sbility group-
ing; and better than 30 per cent of the secondary teachers who had tsught
under both arrangements were in favor of ability grouping.

In 1968 the NEA conducted a second poll on ability grouping. A scien-
tifically selected sample >f the nation's public school teachers were asked
this question:

What types of zupils would you prefer to teach, so far as
ability ic concerned?

Your types of s .oups vere listed: high, sverege, low or mixed. 1Ia
addition, vespondents were allowed to indicate no preference. The results
are shown below.

Elementary Secondary Total

High 18,4X 34,62 26,02
Average 44,7 38,92 42,12
Low AR 1.9 .12
Mixed 21.% 15.2X 18.4X
No Preference 11.32 9.4% 10, 4%

It {s interestinz to note that more teachers prefer to teach classes
of average ability than classes of any other typs. And, as one might
expect, with an overvhelsing number of teachers expressing preferences,
only 3 per cent prefer to teach classes of low sbility. Ae to grade levels,
the elementsry teachers chovse mixed snd high groups only half as often as
average groupa, with a slight preference for mixed over high groups. The
secondary schoul teachers prefer high groups almost &8 much as average
groups, vhile »ixed groups run a poor third,

The information asseabled by the committee pormits generslizations
bayond responses to the question which serves as the title of this document.
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Briefly, if the school districte sampled are in any way represent-
ative, it may be said on the basis of responses tc the questionneire
that

(1) Ability grouping is being practiced in some form ir approximately
77 per cent of the nation’s public schools.

(2) There {s proportionately more grouping in the liortheast and the
Middle West than in olher parts of the country.

(3) Slightly more than 20 per cent of the'schools use grouping at al}l
grade levels, with more grouping being done at the secondary school
level than at the elementary school level.

(4) Approximately 22 psr csnt of the schools practicing grouping have
been doing this for 16 years or more.

(5) Tests are used by aboui 82 per cent of the schools that practice
grouping, but only about 13 per cent among these rely on test
scorea alone; rather, they usa thea s one of two or more criteria
for grouping. .

{(6) The larger the school district, the more likely it is that grcuping
vill be practiced on a systeswide basis.

(7) About 23 per cent of the students involved in grouping are "known"
to be from low socioecopomic backgrouads.

(8) About 26 per cent of ths students involved {n grouping are tion-
vhite.

{9) In school districts vhere grouping is employed, it is favored core
often than aot because it is seen as a convanient way to provide
for {udividual differences and because it makes teaching essier and
facilitates curriculum planning.

(10) In school districts where grouping is not emplouyed, it is ssen as
1ikely to result in the labeling of students too early in their
schocl careers, to limit the poesibilities of movement of
students vith maturation, and to redute both cuacher and student
motivation.

It must be emphasized that the fsilure of many school districts to
respond to certain queations in the questionnaire may have implications
for the etudy and render some of these generalizations erroneous.
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UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
College of Education
Athens, Georgia 30601

QUESTIONNAIRE
ov
SCHOOL GROUPING PRACTICES

Are students at any grade level in your school district grouped
homogeneously?

If so, at wvhat grade levels is homogeneous grouping done?

How long has homogeneous grouping been practiced im your district?

On vhat basis are your students sssigned to homogeneous grouping?
(1f on the basis of test scores, please name the test.)

How many students in all are involved in your homogeneous grouping
plan?

What per cent of these students ara from low socioeconomic background?
What per ceat of these students are non-wvhite?

What do you consider to be the advantages of homogeneous grouping in
your district?

What, if any, do you noneider to be tha disadvantages of homcgeneous
grouping in your school district?
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